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Key objectives for the research: 

The overall purpose of this research was to obtain insights/feedback 
from adult consumers on key elements of a cigarette-related litter 
communication program. Specifically, these focus groups were 
conducted to explore the following issues: 

• Smokers’ attitudes toward the issue of cigarette-related litter. 

• Smokers’ attitudes toward four proposed cigarette-related litter 
program icons/communications concepts. 


• Smokers' attitudes toward four proposed direct mail letters 
designed to communicate program details and the importance of 
addressing the issue of cigarette-related litter. 

• Smokers’ attitudes toward and usage of reusable and disposable 
portable pocket ashtrays. 
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SPECIFICATIONS 


Given the exploratory and diagnostic nature of the research objectives 
detailed earlier, a qualitative methodology was selected. To this end, 
eight focus groups were conducted on July 20, 1998, and July 21, 1998, 
in Dallas, Texas, and Columbus, Ohio, among adult smokers who met 
the following specifications: 


• Research was conducted among: 

► Two groups: adult male smokers, 25 to 34. 

► Two groups: adult female smokers, 25 to 34. 

► Two groups: adult male smokers, 35 to 54. 

► Two groups: adult female smokers, 35 to 54. 


• All groups lasted two hours and were comprised of eight to ten 
respondents. 

• Respondents were adult smokers of filtered cigarettes who 
smoked at least Vz package in an average day. 

• A good mix of employment statuses and incomes was recruited. 

• One week before the groups, all of the participants received two 
ashtrays—one reusable model and one disposable—to use for at 
least three days each before coming to the groups. 

• Respondents also had to pass articulation, past participation, and 
security screens. 
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Focus groups seek to develop insight and direction rather than 
quantitatively projectable measures. 

Due to the sample size, the special recruitment methods used, and 
the study objectives themselves, it is clearly understood that the work 
under discussion is exploratory in nature. The findings are not, nor 
were they intended to be, projectable to the larger population. 
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Four icons/communication concepts were evaluated in conjunction 
with four direct mail letters to determine which option(s) were most 
effective in communicating with consumers about cigarette-related 
litter. In addition, three portable ashtrays and two disposable ashtrays 
were assessed to determine which provided the greatest utility and 
convenience to consumers. 

• Cigarette-related litter was not seen as a major/top-of-mind issue, 
and respondents felt that they had “permission” to toss their butts 
on the ground (in certain situations) because it did not appear that 
this type of littering was viewed as causing significant harm to the 
environment. 

• Nevertheless, most participants indicated that they would regularly 
use a portable pocket ashtray in a number of different public 
places/situations such as: 

► public parks/golf courses or 

► in order to convey a positive personal image around non- 
smokers. 

• Of the four icons tested, respondents preferred the “Circular 
Cigarette” icon because it was colorful and communicated the 
“dispose/enjoy” message in a clear and concise manner. 

• Respondents also indicated that this icon linked the proper 
disposal of cigarettes to other positive litter prevention activities 
that they currently participate in, such as recycling cans and paper. 

• While issues emerged with respect to all letters exposed, it 
appears that of the four direct mail letters tested, respondents 
preferred the “gentle reminder" letter because of its positive tone 
and ability to motivate them to take action. The '‘issues-oriented" 
letter was also considered to be motivating; however, its “political” 
tone was polarizing. Although respondents seemed to appreciate 
the opportunity to exercise their rights as smokers, a significant 
number of them did not want to be part of “another cigarette 
controversy.” 
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• Respondents considered it appropriate and “responsible” for PM to 
address this issue, and they preferred language that emphasized 
that PM was working together with consumers to provide workable 
solutions to prevent cigarette-related litter. They disliked language 
that “plugged” or promoted PM products or drew attention to the 
fact that the smoker currently—or in the past—had participated in 
littering behavior. 

• Respondents indicated that functionality was more important than 
looks when evaluating pocket ashtrays. In particular, they wanted 
an ashtray durable enough to allow the smoker to snuff out the 
cigarette, large enough to hold three to four cigarettes, secure 
enough to prevent leakage of ashes, and effective in controlling 
cigarette butt odor. 

• Generally, they preferred the reusable ashtray models to the 
disposable models, and specifically preferred the flip-top lighter 
and circular brass designs. The flip-top lighter design was seen as 
durable (including the ability to “snuff out” a cigarette) and as 
providing the “added bonus” of a lighter. The brass design also 
appealed to a significant number of respondents across groups 
because of its “eleganceTclassy” appearance and functionality 
(ability to "snuff out” a cigarette combined with a cigarette holder). 

• While they did not prefer the disposable ashtrays overall, because 
of a perceived lack of durability, many respondents indicated that 
they would use the bright blue foil packets in outdoor public places, 
such as at campgrounds, golf courses, or at amusement parks. 

• Respondents did not consider the white vinyl ashtray to be a 
“disposable ashtray” as it was perceived to be durable, heat 
resistant, and large enough to hold more than one cigarette, and 
then emptied/reused. 

• In general, consumers preferred to have the ashtrays available at 
retail "so I don’t have to wait to get it in the mail.” However, they 
were willing to order the ashtray through the mail, on the Internet, 
or via an 800 number if these were the only ways to obtain the 
ashtray—particularly if they were being offered at no cost. 
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• Respondents also indicated that they would be willing to pay for 
the “lighter,” “circular brass” ashtray models, and (among a 
minority) the white vinyl ashtray. In outdoor public places, 
respondents indicated they would also be willing to purchase the 
bright blue foil disposable ashtrays. 
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• For respondents, cigarette-related litter was not a top-of-mind 
issue, and they revealed that they routinely toss their butts on the 
ground when there is not an ashtray available. Paradoxically, 
many of these consumers indicated that when they see cigarette- 
related litter, particularly outside of building entrances, they feel 
that it “looks trashy.” 

► There appeared to be a general perception that there are far 
fewer ashtrays provided in public places than there used to be. 
As such, most respondents indicated that they do use ashtrays 
when available, but they often find themselves smoking in 
places where ashtrays are not available. In these situations, 
they seemed to have no problem disposing butts in areas that 
are primarily concrete or asphalt. 

• But, they said that they were much less likely to toss their butts on 
the ground in grassy outdoor areas (that is, “areas that are pristine 
or areas that I want to respect” such as on golf courses/outdoor 
recreation areas). In addition, they did not feel comfortable 
disposing butts outside of other people’s homes or when they were 
around non-smokers. 

• Tossing cigarette butts on the ground was seen as a greater risk in 
Dallas because of potential fire hazards created by dry weather 
conditions. However, ironically, in Dallas, respondents indicated 
that they often toss butts out of their car window because car 
ashtrays do not effectively control cigarette butt odor. 


Implications 

• These results suggest that if consumers are given a convenient 
alternative to “tossing butts on the ground,” the potential exists to 
change behavior. It appears that the key is to provide a 
reasonable option without eliciting feelings of guilt—relative to 
disposal or the act of smoking. 
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GENERAL ATTITUDES AND USAGE 


• Overall, respondents were open to the idea of using pocket 
ashtrays because: 

► they perceive the number of public places that provide ashtrays 
—even in smoking areas—is declining. 

► it was seen as “one more way to keep non-smokers off my back.” 

► there seems to be a growing concern about the safety/fire 
hazards (in certain geographic areas) associated with disposing 
of butts on the ground in grass areas. 

• In evaluating the pocket ashtrays, respondents indicated that 
functionality was significantly more important to them than the 
appearance of the ashtray. 

► Important ashtray features included ability to snuff out a 
cigarette in the ashtray, size (that is, large enough to hold three 
to four cigarettes), non-leakage of ashes, and effective control 
of cigarette butt odor. 

► In Dallas, there was a particular need seen for a portable 
ashtray that is convenient and easy to use in the car because 
respondents do not like to leave butts in the car ashtray. 

• As mentioned previously, respondents perceived the ashtrays as 
being convenient for the following types of situations: 

► Outside at work, outside the respondent’s home, outside 
others’ homes, and in the car. 

• While the respondents preferred the reusable ashtray models over 
the disposable, they indicated that in outside public places, 
disposable ashtrays—such as the blue foil packets—would be 
convenient and functional. 
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GENERAL ATTITUDES AND USAGE (continued) 

► Particular places mentioned: golf course, pool, Six Flags, 
hiking/camping, and outside others’ homes. 

• Respondents also appeared to be interested in purchasing these 
ashtrays, and ideally felt that they should be available at retail— 
where cigarettes are purchased—because of convenience and 
immediacy: “I want it today, not six weeks from now.” 

• If the ashtrays were free, respondents still preferred to have them 
be made available where consumers purchase cigarettes. But, 
they were willing to consider obtaining the ashtray by calling an 
800 number, via the Internet, or through the mail, 

• However, the small size, concerns about safety, odor, and 
leakage, resulted in the necessity to empty the ashtrays often, and 
in some cases necessitated the need for frequent cleaning. Many 
respondents also indicated that they were concerned about new 
cigarette butts igniting old cigarette butts in the ashtray and about 
the heat being generated within the ashtray. 

• Also, consumers indicated that the ashtrays would be much more 
aesthetically appealing if better graphic designs were available. 
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GENERAL ATTITUDES AND USAGE (continued) 


Implications 

• Respondents indicated they were willing to use a reusable pocket 
ashtray regularly, In addition to the communications campaign 
being developed, consider including the following potential usage 
situations as part of a secondary communications program to 
make the idea even more relevant: 

Reinforce consumers’ desire to avoid: 

► littering outside of other people’s homes. 

► tossing butts out of the car windows (particularly in high-risk 
areas of the Southwest). 

► littering in “pristine places.” 

• Also, think about implementing the following physical features into 
all reusable designs being considered: 

► Ensure that ashtrays hold at least three to four cigarette butts. 

► Design elements that enable the smoker to put the butts out in 
the ashtray—within a container that does not generate what 
may be perceived as excessive heat. 

► Elimination of leakage and minimization of odor. 

► Incorporation of graphics that reinforce imagery/increase 
appeal. 

• Focus on communicating benefits and delivering products via retail 
outlets to optimize coverage. 
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THE “FLIP-TOP” LIGHTER ASHTRAY 



• In both markets, responses were very favorable overall based on 

the following perceived benefits, 

• This ashtray was perceived as exhibiting the following strengths: 

► The lighter was seen as an added bonus, and it encouraged 
usage of the ashtray “because I will always need my lighter to 
smoke, so I wiil always have the ashtray when I am smoking.” 

► It was perceived as more durable than the others because of 
the metal lining, and one of two ashtrays in which smokers 
could extinguish cigarettes. 

► The lid of the ashtray was seen as providing a degree of control 
over cigarette butt odor. 

► For many respondents, this ashtray was also considered to be 
“gadgety" and fun to play with and as "cool” and attractive. 

• However, respondents cited the following weaknesses: 

► The ashtray was perceived to be too small, holding only one to 
two cigarette butts. 

► There was a tendency for ashes to get stuck in the clasp and 
leak out of the ashtray. 

► The top of the ashtray was not marked, and several respondents 
indicated that they had opened it upside down, spilling ashes and 
butts everywhere. 

► The lighter was perceived as so small that it would have to be 
replaced often. Many respondents indicated it was difficult to 
remove the lighter from its holder to replace it. 
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THE “FLIP-TOP” LIGHTER ASHTRAY (continued) 


Implications 

• Determine if it is possible to make the following modifications: 

► Increasing the size, if possible, while avoiding making the 
ashtray too bulky. 

► Creating a better seal to avoid leakage. 

► Marking the top of the lighter. 

► Making the lighter easier to remove. 


THE CIRCULAR BRASS ASHTRAY 

* The circular brass ashtray also generated very high levels of 

consumer appeal. 

► Respondents saw it as “classy, like a pocket watch,” 

► Also, female respondents described it as elegant, because of 
the gold color. 

► Younger men referred to this ashtray as “the cool guy ashtray” 
indicating that they believed it would attract women in a bar: 
“It’s something James Bond would have." 

► In addition, the cigarette holder was perceived as functional 
and attractive (though some smokers found it difficult to use 
without bending to a flatter position). 

► The large opening made it easy to use while smoking. 

► Respondents perceived the ashtray to be easy to clean and 
empty. 
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THE CIRCULAR BRASS ASHTRAY (continued) 

• Respondents suggested the following weaknesses: 

► When using the ashtray outside, the wind would often blow 
ashes out of the ashtray, 

► A cigarette could not be extinguished in this ashtray without the 
ashtray conducting considerable heat. 

► Older men perceived the design as somewhat feminine. 

► The angle of the holder made it difficult to keep the cigarette in 
place. 

Implications 

• Develop a lining that conducts less heat. 

• Redesign the holder so that the cigarette remains in place. 

• Reduce feminine imagery via other colors/graphic designs. 


THE CYLINDER ASHTRAY 

• Although the least liked of the reusable ashtray models, 
respondents cited the following strengths: 

► The ashtray was seen as small enough to carry in one’s pants, 
shirt, or coat pocket, particularly for men. 

► The ashtray was viewed as larger than the others and thus able 
to hold four to five cigarette butts. 

► The ashtray was also seen as easy to empty. 
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THE CYLINDER ASHTRAY (continued) 
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• However, respondents indicated that, overall, the ashtray was very 

difficult to use: 

► There is no indication on the outside of the ashtray as to where 
the opening is located, which resulted in spillage. 

► Respondents indicated that when they pulled the ashtray open, 
the two cylinders often pulled apart, again spilling ashes and 
butts. 

► While easy to empty, the ashtray was perceived as difficult to 
clean because ashes and butts got wedged between the 
interlocking cylinders. 

► In addition, the ashtray was perceived as too small, and the 
orifice was also seen as too smallfhard to hit” when ashing. 


Implications 

• It is suggested this design not be pursued further unless the 
preceding modifications are made. 
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WHITE VINYL ASHTRAY 

• Overall, respondents did not consider this ashtray disposable 
based on its perceived durability and size, particularly as 
compared to the foil packet disposable ashtray. In fact, they used 
this ashtray in the same manner as the reusable models. 

• The strengths of this ashtray included the following: 

► The perception that it was heat resistant, which encouraged 
respondents to use this ashtray to collect butts. Further 
evidence of its perceived heat resistance was that some 
respondents even indicated that they had successfully 
extinguished cigarette butts in the ashtray. 

► This option was considered easy to carry around because it 
was malleable and able to fit easily into a pocket or woman's 
purse. 

► It was also perceived as effectively controlling cigarette butt 
odor, even when it was filled with several cigarette butts. 

• However, respondents cited the following weaknesses: 

► The ashtray had a tendency to leak ashes. Some respondents 
suggested that this could be corrected by converting the fold- 
over-snap closure to a zip-lock top. 

► Many respondents indicated it did not look like an ashtray, and 
they thought it was a carrying case for the reusable ashtray 
they had received. 
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BLUE FOIL PACKET ASHTRAYS 


• Respondents, particularly in Dallas, thought that these ashtrays 
could be useful and convenient in outdoor public places where 
there are no ashtrays, such as on golf courses or in parks and 
recreation areas. 

• In addition, respondents indicated that these ashtrays would be 
particularly useful when one is smoking outside of others’ homes 
with no ashtray provided: “This way, you don’t have to bury the 
butt in the bushes; you can take it back in and throw it in the 
garbage can." 

• Respondents also indicated that the ashtray sealed well and rarely 
leaked ashes or butts. 


♦ However, this option was considered to be extremely inconvenient 
because the butt could not be extinguished in the ashtray: “If I 
have to snuff my butt out on something else, it is probably going on 
the ground—I am not going to bend down and pick it up to put it in 
this.” 


• In addition, the ashtrays were perceived as far smaller, less 
durable, and less fire retardant than the reusable ashtray models 
or the white vinyl ashtray. 


Implications 

* It is not suggested that either disposable ashtray be pursued as 
the communication program’s primary ashtray because of limited 
appeal and functionality. 

• Explore the use of the blue foil ashtrays as a possible secondary 
feature of the program, targeted at use and availability in public 
places where consumers indicated potential for purchase and 
usage. 
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GENERAL ATTITUDES 


• Consumers commented that if they saw these icons in a public 
place, they would expect that smoking is permitted and they would 
expect an ashtray to be provided. 

• Some respondents, particularly women, were sensitive to the 
“enjoy” in “enjoy and dispose properly.” 

► They revealed concerns about children seeing a sign in a public 
place that might convey “enjoy smoking.” 

► Some respondents indicated that they did not want to be told to 
“enjoy" smoking; however, this emotion seemed transitory. 

• A minority of respondents indicated that “it looks like the anti¬ 
smokers made these” because most of the icons—except for the 
Circular Cigarette icon—were perceived as clinical and cold. 


CIRCULAR CIGARETTE ICON 

• This icon was the clear favorite in both markets among all groups. 

• Respondents cited the following strengths of this icon: 

► The icon was described as colorful, eye-catching, and 
telegraphic. 

► The icon was perceived to be “clear, like an international 
symbol.” 

► Respondents also perceived the icon’s message to be polite, 
courteous, and inviting, not reprimanding. 

Unlike other icons, the Circular Cigarette icon focused respondents on 

the “enjoy” portion of the “enjoy and dispose properly” message. 
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CIRCULAR CIGARETTE ICON (continued) 


• For many respondents, the icon conveyed an environmental 
message that provided a psychological benefit, particularly among 
women. 

► From this icon, respondents quickly integrated properly 
disposing of cigarette butts into other forms of recycling and 
litter prevention that respondents already participate in, such as 
recycling cans and paper. 

• Respondents indicated that this icon tied in well with the direct mail 
communications and the ashtrays as a coherent and consistent 
communication program, 

• However, they also mentioned that some of the icon’s features 
were unclear; 

► Respondents had difficulty reading the tag line because of the 
color, size, and shape of the font. 

► A minority of respondents indicated that the receptacle depicted 
in this icon was unclear; “What is that? An ashtray? A pillbox? 
Trash can?" 


HAND/HAND ICON 

• For most respondents, this icon was the second most appealing 
icon because: 

► the hands were more appealing than the picture of the head in 
the Head/Hand icon. Respondents positively described the 
hands as “elegant” and “feminine,” which conveyed a positive 
tonality. 

► It clearly indicated the cigarette disposal message because the 
cigarette was depicted as going directly into the receptacle, 
delivering a clearer message than the Head/Hand icon. 
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HAND/HAND ICON (continued) 

• However, respondents cited the following weaknesses: 

► Similar to the Head/Hand icon, respondents described this icon 
as clinical. 

► For some respondents, exactly what was being disposed was 
unclear: “What is that? A spoon?” 

► Respondents indicated that the larger size, thicker font, and 
location of the word properly focused consumers on this part of 
the "enjoy and dispose properly" message, conveying a 
reprimanding and negative tone. 


RECONSIDER ICON 

• Overall, most respondents disliked this icon based on the 

following: 

► The icon’s accusatory tone: “They assume that I am going to 
litter." 

► For many respondents, the graphic was unclear. 

► Respondents indicated that they focused on the “reconsider" 
portion of the message because the word was in a thicker font 
and a different color. For many respondents, this focus 
resulted in the icon conveying a reprimanding tone. As such, 
some respondents indicated they thought it communicated: 
“reconsider smoking.” 


HEAD/HAND ICON 

• While respondents commented that this icon clearly communicated 
what the consumer was being asked to do, most respondents did 
not find this icon appealing. 
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HEAD/HAND ICON (continued) 


► Many respondents were offended by the head graphic: 
“Showing someone with a cigarette in his or her mouth looks 
trashy. You really just don’t do that anymore.” 

► Respondents described the icon as “clinical,” “like a sign you 
would see in a hospital.” 

► Some respondents indicated the graphic on the right side of the 
icon compromised the icon's overall clarity because "it looks 
like they are stubbing out the butt on the side of the ashtray— 

I can see ashes going all over the place and where does the 
butt finally end up anyway?” 

• Respondents indicated that when they first saw the icon, they 
thought it was communicating “smoking is permitted here” rather 
than a message about cigarette disposal. 


Implications 

• Focus development on the "circular” cigarette design and consider 
if there are alternative copy approaches that convey “enjoy” 
without the negative connotations. 


DIRECT MAIL COMMUNICATIONS 
General Comments 

• Overall, respondents considered it "responsible” and "very 

appropriate” that Philip Morris was communicating to them about 
cigarette-related litter. 

► While some respondents perceived PM’s motivation in 
communicating to consumers about this issue to be linked to 
legal and legislative concerns, this attitude or perception did not 
seem to impact the credibility of the message or the 
motivational impact of the letters. 
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DIRECT MAIL COMMUNICATIONS (continued) 

► Many respondents expressed that Philip Morris, specifically, 
and tobacco companies, generally, lack credibility relative to 
saying that they are environmentally aware and responsible 
companies; however, respondents were open to considering 
information or evidence to support Philip Morris’s environmental 
awareness. 

• Respondents reacted most positively toward the letters and 
passages that emphasized teamwork between Philip Morris and 
consumers. 

• Respondents reacted negatively to the letters and passages that 
reminded the respondent that he or she had been in the past or is 
currently “part of the problem.” 

► Respondents suggested focusing instead on positive ways to 
make a difference in the future, without reference to the littering 
any particular smoker may or may not have done in the past. 

• They also indicated that they preferred the word “refuse" to litter 
because litter was viewed as “too harsh” as a descriptor. 


Gentle Reminder Letter 

The positives associated with this letter were as follows: 

• Overall, respondents preferred this letter for both tone and 
motivation. 

• Respondents indicated that they liked that “they are going to do 
their part, and we are going to do ours; working together.” 

• In addition, respondents indicated that the letter was not overtly 
political or overtly focused on promoting the company and its brands. 
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DIRECT MAIL COMMUNICATIONS (continued) 

However, the use of “corporate citizen" and "gentle reminder” 
generated very negative reactions because: 

• “Corporate Citizen invoked images of power, size, and 
omnipotence that appeared to create feelings of distrust. 

• The use of the term "gentle reminder” was seen as patronizing. 

► However, respondents were open to the concept of a letter 
providing them with a “gentle reminder” without explicitly telling 
them so. 


Issue-Oriented Letter 

• Overall, this letter was ranked as the second most appealing letter. 

• The political tone of the letter polarized respondents, motivating a 
significant number of respondents while alienating others. 

► The "us versus them” premise of the letter was highly 
motivating, giving smokers a chance to exercise their rights. 

► This letter was described as “honest,” stating that “they [Philip 
Morris] are not talking down to us.” 

► In addition, it was seen as expressing an appropriate and 
credible amount of environmentalism. 

• Respondents, particularly women, appreciated that Philip Morris 
was qualifying who should “enjoy” by limiting the message to “adult 
consumers.” 

• The following negatives surfaced: 

► The letter was also perceived as “too political and antagonistic.” 
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DIRECT MAIL COMMUNICATIONS (continued) 


• In addition, they felt that “this letter makes them [the company] look 
desperate." 

► Assuming that consumers and Philip Morris have “mutual 
opponents” is presumptuous; “I don’t want to join with the 
tobacco companies.” 


Brand-Oriented Letter 

• The environmental focus of this letter appeared to have some 
appeal at least on a limited basis. However, a significant number 
of respondents questioned the credibility of a tobacco company 
making environmental claims, 

► While respondents did seem willing to consider evidence of the 
environmental claims Philip Morris was making in this letter, 
without this evidence, they considered it an “oxymoron” that a 
tobacco company cared about the environment. 

► Respondents also perceived this message to be “plugging” 
Philip Morris without directly addressing the issue of cigarette- 
related litter. 

• Language indicating that Philip Morris was asking consumers to 
“join" them in addressing this issue was appreciated by 
respondents who were predisposed to working together. 

• But, the statement beginning with “we are sure you will agree ...” 
was perceived by respondents to be condescending and offensive. 
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DIRECT MAIL COMMUNICATIONS (continued) 
Polite Request Letter 


• This letter was routinely described by respondents as blaming, 
accusatory, harsh, impersonal, and “too corporate." Respondents 
pointed out the following phrases as particularly negative: 

► "... litter... cigarette litter...too harsh. 

► "... a vast majority respondents commented: 

“Since I said 1 have at one time or another thrown a butt on the 
ground, I guess I am in that evil minority—this is saying I am 
the problem.” 

• Respondents did like the language used in the second paragraph 
of the letter describing it as clear and “gentle." 

• Overall, respondents indicated, “It sounds like they are doing this 
because they have to—it is their obligation, not because they 
genuinely care.” 


Implications 

• Consider pursuing the first two options with the suggested 
modifications. Strongly consider eliminating options three and four 
as they do not appear to offer as much potential for eliciting high 
levels of interest in the program. 

• Consider softening the first two paragraphs of “gentle reminder" to 
make the concept more “user-friendly”/straightforward and less 
“corporate” in order to increase the consumer's ability to relate to 
this program on a “human’Vgrass roots level. 

• If possible, determine the level of risk associated with the issue- 
oriented letter by assessing the potential downside on a 
quantitative basis. That is, determine the number of people who 
could be alienated by this approach and the potential impact in 
terms of corporate imagery and brand loyalty. 
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